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~OMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES

WASHINGTON, D.C, 20348 4 {
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0CT 10 1873

Cantro Corporation ' _ -
1934 Btanley Avenus ~
Dayton, Ohio Lshoh

Attention; Harry L, Benjandn
Prosident '

Gentlemant

Your letter of July 20, 1973, and prior correspondence, requestsd
yreconoideration of our letter B-178204 of June 13, 1973, which advised
that your protesgt sgainst the award of a contract to Technology Incore
porated under requast for proposals (RFP) F33615-73~Q-0584, iasued by
Wright-Patterson Air Force Bajde was wntimely under our Interim id Proe
test Procedures and Standards, & CFR 20,2(n), and would not be considersd
on the merits,

Your protest wns considered to be untinmely in ¢the Juna 13 letter
bacause it was filed 4in our Office on March 15, 1973, That date vas
after the award on March 9, 1973, the closing of best and final offers
on Narch 2, 1973, and moxe Luportant, the latter of Pebruary 27, 1973,
from the contructing officer to all offeror: confirming that the enm-
posite rate basia for propossls about which you complained yould not be
clanged,

You contend that the letter of Pebruary 27, 1973, should not be
considered to have set the time requirspent ; section 20.2(a) into
uotion because nelther you nor ths Air Force considered your complaint
upon vhich the February 27 letter wes based a ) rotest, However,
although you may not have used the word "protest™ in your complaint and
the Air Forcs may not have viewed the cowplainy as a protast, the fact
repainag that the letter of February 27 was an action on the complaint
and wac cn adverse agency action, Beection 20,2,a) ia specific that the
protest be flled within 5 working days of notification of adverse
agency action,

You have contended further that even if the February 27 letter was
& denial of a protest, the lact reeting on the protest was not held
until March 5, 1973, and you did not learn of the result of that mecte
ing unti) you received information on March 15, 1973, that an sward had
bet:n made, In that regard, in 52 Comp. Gen, 20, 23 (1972), our Offioce
atated:
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"% %% ye regasd 4t as obligatory upon s protestor
{0 £ile his prteat with our Office «dtbth 5 days of
mitificaticn of !nitinl sdverse sgency action, if 4t is
to be considered tinely, #* # #"

In viow of the determination that the protest ts our 0ffles in
untinely, tha quostion avises whethexr thera iz good causs shown or
whother the pintest raises iasues significant to procurement practices
or procedures thnt warrant consideration of tho protest. 8ee section
20.2(b) of the Interim Bid Protest Procedures and Btandads,

M .tated 111 g 00@. G{m., !EEI‘&--

"Ydood cause' varies with the cirvumstancas of each
protest, although it generelly refars to some compelling
reason, beyond the protestor's control, which haa pree
vented him from £iling a timely proteat,™

¥We £ind nothing in ths recurd that ostahlishes that thare woce ciroum-
stances beyond your control that prevented you from filing a provpt
protest with our Office, Further, os stated in tha cited deciaion
above!

% # 8 Ygpuen aignificant to procuremant practices
or procedurcs' refers *.# % to the precence of a prinociple
of widespread interest, .% # %"

We do not £ind such a principle to be evideunced by the materisl and
u_llegationl you have submittod concerning the use of couposite yates,

: Accordingly, we continus of thy view that your protest ahould not
' . b8 considered by our Office.

8incerely yours,

- Paul G, Dembllng

For the (Comptroller Gensral !
: of the United States
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